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MATTER OF: Adam 11, Limited 

DIGEST: 
1. Protest against award on basis that 

low bid is unbalanced is denied. 
Even assuming low bid is mathematically 
unbalanced, low bid is not materially 
unbalanced since estimates stated in 
I F B  are based upon actual historical 
experience and protester has presented 
no evidence to cast doubt upon the 
accuracy of IFB estimates. Agency 
statement in protest report that 
estimates might possibly decrease does 
not affect this conclusion. 

2. Protester's wholly speculative allegation 
does not satisfy protester's burden to 
affirmatively prove its case. 

3 .  In view of conclusion that award is I 

otherwise proper, we will not consider 
prozedural natter of propriety of award 
while protest was pending since, even if 
award was contrary to applicable 
regulations, its legality would not be 
affected. 

Adam 11, Limited (Adam II), protests the award of a 
contract to Alliance Properties, Inc. (Alliance), under 
invitation for bids ( I F B )  No. F23650-82-€3-0150, a total 
snall business set-aside, issued by the Kirtland A i r  Force 
Base for the maintenance of nilitary fanily housi::i;. 

We deny the protest. 
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estimated items was approximately 4 3  percent higher than 
the next lowest bid. For the prescribed evaluation of 
basic and 4 option year prices, Alliance was the low bidder 
at $6,774,472.50, and the protester was apparently second 
low at $7,519,018. The Air Force determined that the 
estinated quantities used in the IFB were reasonably based 
and that the award to Alliance would result in the lowest 
overall cost to the Government. As a result, the Air Force 
found that Alliance's bid was not materially unbalanced and, 
after Alliance verified its bid at the agency's request, 
Alliance was awarded the contract. 

Adam I1 argues that the award will not result in the 
lowest overall cost to the Government since the estimated 
quantities supplied by the Air Force were erroneous. As 
proof, Adam I1 cites a statement in the Air Force report 
indicating that the estimated quantities of work required 
could possibly decrease rather than increase as a result 
of ongoing rehabilitation of the family housing units under 
another contract. 

Our Office has recognized that there are two aspects to 
unbalanced bidding. The first is the mathematical evalua- 
tion of the bid to determine whether each iten of the bid 
carries its share of the cost of the work plus profit or 
whether the bid is based on nominal prices for some work and 
enhanced prices for other work. The second aspect--material 
unbalancing--involves an assessment of the cost impact of a 
mathematically unbalanced bid. A bid is not materially 
unbalanced unless there is a reasonable doubt that award to 
the bidder submitting a mathematically unbalanced bid will 
not result in the lowest ultimate cost to the Government. 
Consequently, only a bid found to be materially unbalanced 
may not be accepted. Diversified Computer Services, Inc., 
B-201681, July 7, 1981, 81-2 CPD 1 3 .  

Even if we assume that Alliance's bid is inathematically 
unbalanced, we do not find thz hid to be materia.11~ unhal- 
anced. Adan II has present.eCi I-,O evidence to s h o w  that the 
actual quantities to be furnis-ned under the contract will be 
so much h ighe r  than the estic3td quantities that the con- 
iract wi;; nor; result in the lowest overall cost to the 
Governnent. The statement in the Air Force report relied 
upon by A ? m  XI zerely reflects an Air Force belief that it 
is more 11.':>1-; &**.  , , .an not that the anoritit of naintcnance actu- 
a l l y  recjL;-:-c:- .,+-said decrease rather than increasa. This 
state!:.e:ii- -:.- 2 : ;  nst  s u p p o r t  A d a n  I1 I . . ;  allegation that the 
coritracz T~~.:L:~: Yiliance w i l l  not result in the iowest cost to I .  
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th.3 Governnent, s i n c e  i t  tends t o  show t h a t  t h e  est imated 
q u a n t i t i e s  furn ished  by t h e  A i r  Force, upon which Al l iance  
b i d  h igher  p r i c e s ,  w i l l  not  be exceeded. I n  any event ,  t h e  
A i r  Force es t i r t a t e s  were based o n  h i s t o r i c a l  experience.  
O u r  dec i s ions  have approved the u s e  of es t imates  based upon - 
previous work requirements. G & B Parking Company, I n c . ,  
3-203132, A p r i l  2 0 ,  1982, 82-1 CPD 359: Diver s i f i ed  Computer - _ _  - *  A. 

Serv ices ,  I R C . ,  supra.  Also, t he  est i inates  were f u r t h e r  
-Jerific5 as accu ra t e  by t h e  p r o j e c t  engineer by computing 
t h e  a=*-.ragz ztrmunt of l i n e  item work a c t u a l l y  performed f o r  
the i r  ,.necli.ite 5-ysar per iod .  I n  t hese  circumstances,  and 
absent  any r e b u t t a l  from t h e  p r o t e s t e r ,  we cannot f i n d  t h e  
IFB e s t i x a t c s  t o  be unreasonable.  Accordingly, s i n c e  t h e  
es t imates  appear s u f f i c i e n t l y  accura te  t o  permit t h e  A i r  
Force t o  (letermine t h a t  A l l i a n c e ' s  bid w i l l  be t h e  l o w  cost 
t o  t h e  Governnent, w e  cannot f ind  A l l i a n c e ' s  b i d  t o  be 
m a t e r i a l l y  unbalanced. 

~- - 

Adan I1 a l s o  charges t h a t  t h e  procurement process  w a s  
u n f a i r  i n  t h a t  it was p o s s i b l e  t h a t  A l l i a n c e  may have been 
aware of i n fo rna t ion  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  t h e  est imated quant i -  
t i e s  of maintenance work requi red  by t h e  c o n t r a c t  would 
poss ib ly  decrease.  We f i n d  t h e  a l l e g a t i o n  t o  be wholly 
specu la t ive  and i n s u f f i c i e n t  t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  p r o t e s t e r ' s  
burden of a f f i r m a t i v e l y  proving i t s  case .  Edward E .  Davis 
Contract ing,  Inc . ,  B-199S24, January 1 3 ,  1981, 81-1 CPD 2 0 .  
Also, Adan I1 a l l e g e s  t h a t  t h e  A i r  Force should have 
revealed t o  t h e  b idders  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e  est i iaated 
q u a n t i t i e s  of maintenance work would poss ib ly  decrease.  I n  
t h i s  regard,  w e  note  t h a t  w e  have determined t h a t  t h e  IFB 
es t imates  were reasonably accu ra t e  and w e  f i nd  no b a s i s  t o  
conclude t h a t  t h e  i n f o r n a t i o n  concerning a nere  p o s s i b i l i t y  
of work decrease should have been provided t h e  b idders .  
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in small business set-aside procurements, award will not be 
:;ncle prior to 5 working days after b id  opening unless the 
contracting officer determines in writing that award must be 
made ~ . . ~ i t - h o u t  delay to protect the public interest. The 
recorJ contains the appropriate written determination by the 
contracting officer. Also, the record contains a finding by 
the Sr-is.1.1 Rusinesss Administration which denied Adam 11's 
s i z e  nrotest and found Alliance to he a small business 
conct>r:i for the purposes of the present solicitation. 
There; Fcre, this matter requires no further consideration by 
our o f f i c e .  

The protest is denied. 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 




